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mtoy’s Note Whrle senously contemplatmg potenhal paper topics one recent Fnday afternoon m the faculty 
readmg room I awoke to the sudden reahzatron that duty hours were long past, and I was alone. Furthermore. 
someone had left the lrghts on in the old library stacks, so I proceeded to mvesugate Approachmg the hghted 
area, I heard the unmatakable sputtermg ot fluent German expresston, and I recogmzed several fits of polysyhabtc 
swearmg nauve only to that language. Steppmg mto the open, I was confronted by a Pntssmn General Officer m 
full regaha, cuca 1830 He turned on me, and wavmg a sheaf of papers (bearmg the atle “The Clmton 
Admqustratron’s Pohcy on Reformmg Multtlateral Peace Operattons”) shouted “Have you read this?” I pleaded 
tgnor~ce whereupon he launched mto a tlurty mmute made well beyond my liirted transiauon capabihnes. 
DIstracted by my glassy stare, the General paused bnefly to mtroduce hunself as Carl von Clausewnz Sensmg a 
cuhruhatmg pomt m hrs remarks, I serzed the uutmtrve by mquumg whether he had any wntten commentary--auf 
Enghsch--on tins subject He handed me a tluck stack of papers, and recommenced lus verbal assault Whrle ti 
back was turned, I made good my escape, secure m the knowledge my course two essay was essenhally done. 
Unfortunately 164 years m the hereafter had not improved Clausewttz’s wntmg style, let alone hrs English. 
Desperate to meet the requuement. I edtted hts papers and now submit the followmg short synopsis of fits latest 
work, whrch I believe sheds some hght on a toptc of current concern 

Nothing so surs the passron of a strategist as a doctrmal debate. Whrle we have, until 

now, merely observed the doctrrnal ferment occurnng rn the pohucal and rrulnary communmes of 

the Unrted States, the development of an apparent consensus compels comment Several years of 

no doubt vrgorous argument have produced a senes of offrcral pubhcatrons whxh collectrvely 

descrrbe the American approach to the phenomenon of peace operauons.’ These papers appear to 

represent, m the truest sense, the syntheses of the statesman’s rntent wrth the commander’s 

strategic counsel All that IS lackmg IS a simple, coherent swtement of the result, the absence of 

such a docmnal conclusion IS both puzzlmg and mstructrve Since On War IS often cited by the 

Amerrcans, we feel obhged to return the favor by providing what they now lack: a rendenng of 

therr thesis on peace and its operauons 

WHA$ ARE PEACE OPERATIONS? 
The consrstent theme throughout Amencan doctrinal pubhcatrons IS that the use of 

rmbtar y forces for peace operatrons reflects the correct subordlnatron of the nuhtary instrument to 

political ends. The restrrctrons imposed on such mrlitary forces rn terms of ObJeCtiveS. rules of 

engagemenf and length of employment are the natural consequence of policy, namely that lesser 



pohdcal ends dictate lesser rmhtary means Thus, the Amencan doctrine nnphes that peace 

operanons are a connnuatlon of polq through gumad) noit-troletu, milrtary means. 

We have already argued exhaustively that war 1s also a continuation of pohcy through 

other means The duality 1s evident that policy acts in both spheres: war and peace. The 

Amepcan docmne mampulates the extended spectrum of pohcy we offered, bending It mto a 

conhhuurn where peace leads to war and thence to peace, with pohcy guidmg the apphcahon (or 

lack rhereo-r’) of force and other nauonsl means to achieve strategic ends Thus doctrinal e~oltruon 

IS attractive m its breadth and coherence However. it applies a nuhtary approach to what the 

Amencans once called “rml&ary operations other than war “’ We must examme the eventual 

unphqatlons of such an approach for the nuhtary mstrument. 

TWO DISTRACTIObS TO THE AMERICA’l DOCTRD E 
Two causes comblne to distract the Amencan doctrme. one IS the rntenslty of focus on 

the subordination of war (hence, the rmhtary) to pohcy. the other 1s a curious lack of altematlves 

to the use of n-uhtary forces The former may stem uniquely from the Anglo-amencan mihrary 

culture: the latter 1s quite obviously a relic of a given hlstonc sltuatlon (that IS, the aptly named 

cold war) We will examme each m turn 

DEMdNSTRATING AN ABSENCE OF VIOLENCE 
By concentratmg on rmlltary subservience to pohcy and the necessity to apply lirmted 

rmhtaly means for llrmted pohtlcal ends, the Amencan doctnne deviates from the nonon that 

rruhw forces are created, first and foremost, for war Yes, war 1s the contmuation of policy by 

other means, war 1s also an act offorce to compel our enemy to a’o our wdi. At the very root of 

these statements IS the element of violence, which IS the very heart of war. The Amencan 

docmne extends the rrulitary force (a vehicle for the threat of violence) beyond the bounds of war 

to peace operations Yet Amencan docmnal statements on the components for peace operations 



descnbe a variety of environments wherem violence may be lackmg, or may be the predommant 

charactensnc For example. peace enforcement clearly envlslons “the use of force or the threat of 

the use of force.“3 Peacekeeping operahons, to the contrary, reqrnre an exlsttng cease-fire and 

the consent of the warnng pames.” 

Proponents of the American docmne wti certamly point out that the deployment of 

Amencan troops exphcltly provides the potennal for violence m the minds of possible opponents 

The overwhelmmg su?enonty of these troops IS seen as a check on the aspiranons of the 

opposmg force, makmg resistance fuale and donunatmg the opponent’s will. Is the Amencan 

m&u-y such a force that at all tunes, m all cases, the opponent will clearly recognize hw mab&y 

to coqtest Its operauons? Has such a force ever existed and, If so, under what conditions IS Its 

appeqance most hkely ’ 

VIOLENCE 8: DETERRENCE 
Few rmhtary forces m the course of history approach the ideal of aprrori destruction of 

the opponent s ~111 to fight At the level of m&tary operaaons, we find the t~so most lmposmg 

n-&&y forces to have been Napoleon’s Grande Armee and the modem Wehrmacht of Hitler. 

Each rmhtary force built a combat reputahon that at a rnuumum unnerved opponents, in the end, 

each only lost that reputation through poorly developed strategic campaigns. Stil, in each case, 

the operations of these forces also engendered popular upnsmgs (m Spam for the Grande Armee; 

m Yugoslavia and many other locations for the Wehrmacht) which ignored and overcame their 

reputation. Delvmg deeply into hlstory, we beheve that the nulitary force which best approached 

the Ideal we seek was the Golden Horde of the Mongol Khanate Orgamzed as an offensive 

version of a people m arms, the Horde closely resembled the practice of war m its essenhal form 

of unhputed violence As such, it acquu-ed a combat reputation which forced u hole populations 



to flee or offer themselves prostrate. Even the Golden Horde finally expended itself, although its 

repuyaon far outlived the force whch engendered It, eventuaIly entering the collecnve 

subconscious of Europe 

Thus the logical disconnect III the Amencan doctnne for peace operations becomes clear 

The amencans seek to translate a combat reputation Into the self-deterrence of its opponents 

The host likely path to such a development reqwes the military capabfilty and poht~cal will to 

pursue war m a-1 Its elemental fury. However, the Amencan dxtnne eschew s such preponderam 

vloleqce as counterproductive, and seeks mstead to deter opposition through the threat of precise 

and calculated response Such an approach will succeed only where success ls foreordamed by 

the opponent’s dlsmchnatlon to fight, XI all cases. It cedes the lnruatlve 

THE IhEVITABLE LOSS OF NITUTIVE 
The loss of mmatlve inherent 111 the Amencan doctnne IS a fundamental error which 1s npe 

for euploltaaon. The unw&ngness of a military force to employ violence is a dangerous 

precedent. The unnatural nature of this concept 1s apparent m the dilemma it poses for the 

rmhtaiy commander it mserts bun in the nudst of conflict m a foreign land and requires his 

lmparhsl treatment of the confhctmg sides.’ Yet, one or both sides ~11 view the Amencdn forces 

as parnal, since their mtroducnon w111 by definmon alter the exlstmg relationship between the 

com3atants. Thus the commander IS placed on the strategic offensive in that he has “mvaded” a 

forelgp country, yet he IS also tacncally defensive and averse to the apphcahon of violence. In this 

sltuatlon. any restramt apparent m his opponents w1l.l stem not from the professed supenonty of 

the Arhencan forces, but from the corollary component that Amencan forces ~11 avold prolonged 

deployment. The opposing forces 3ave the leisure to sunply swat the evacuatron of the Amencan 

force, or to attempt to hasten It by seizing the mlhatlve with violent acts. 
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Despite these deficiencres, the Amerrcan doctrme can rrnplement a polrcy requrrement by 

creatrng a peaceful mterlude rn the mrdst of conff ret Whether such a pohcy goal IS correct. and 

whether m&tar-y forces are the proper tool for such a pohcy are questrons which remam. We now 

turn to the second drstracaon to the Amencan doctrme, namely the lack of mrlitary alternatives. 

THE INTERVATIONAL ENVIRONMENT AND MILITARY RAISON D’kTRE 
The cold war drstmctly showed that rmlitary forces are a tool of pohcy m both war and 

peace The Amencan emphases on mrlrtary preparedness produced armed forces whch 

successfully responded to numerous connngencres whrle mamtammg a level of deterrence agamst 

the prhary opponen: Amencan vrctory rn the cold war yielded an unbalance where mrlitary 

capab$tty appeared to exceed strategtc requrrements, whrle the mternatronal envrronment 

reprocuced -ne type5 of mmor confhcts which the cold war had prevrousl~ overshadowed 3 is 

entrrely unsurprrsmg that the pohncd leader would turn to the rmhtary Instrument as a tool rn such 

crrcumstances. 

Mrhtary forces are prepared to deploy great distances and operate m harsh condrtrons 

They compnse the means to estabhsh order in fundamentally chaouc envrronments. They are 

trame d to functron under the most demandmg aspects of fncuon. mcludmg the exrstence of 

another force opposing one’s wrll. Grven the hrgh degrees of what IS now called “readiness,” 

m111tary forces appear as a swift and certarn tool for peace operatrons. 

RECALLIJG THE ESSENCE OF ARMED FORCES 
Yet to arrrve at thrs conclusron. we must abandon the fundamental nature of an armed 

force, for whenever armed forces are used, the idea of combat must be present. All the threads 

whrch underlie the creation and deployment of an armed force must relate to this elemental truth- 

the soldrer exists that he should fight at the right place and at the right time. We have 

established that thus IS the only true basis for a mrhtary force. so rt IS unnatural for doctrine to 



depart from it. What, then, accounts for the confusron rn the American doctrine? We see the 

drchotom> ansmg from the difference between the fundamental nature of the armed force, and the 

means assocrated with the creatron and mamtenance of such a force. 

DIFFEREF;CES BETWEE’J COMBAT AND SUPPORT FORCES 
In the case of peace operatrons wholly devoid of the threat of confhct (an ideal case), the 

nature of the Amencan involvement would most closely resemble what IS now termed 

humauztanan operatrons Such deployments take advantage of the natural orgamzanonal support 

apparatus inherent II-I any mrlitary orgamzatron to allevrate the suffenng of affhcted populatrons 

This support apparatus is necessary for the creauon and maintenance of an armed force, but does 

not compnse the capabrhty for combat which 1s at the heart of the armed force 

At ix most exmental letcl In peace operations, whdt the pobcal leader desires to employ 

are the support services which replace the socretal mfrastructures (transportatron, police, health, 

government: destroyed or degraded by conflrct. The polmcal leader seeks to employ these means 

to return the affected territory to a point of normalcy from whrch further confhct would be 

unlikely To the extent that some level of violence 1s possrble, thus departmg from the rdeal case. 

combat forces must also be deployed to protect the support assets. The greater the level of 

implied threat, the larger the combat force which must accompany the support assets. Such a 

logical turn places the armed force on us head the combat forces exist to defend the support 

forces. 

Note that we have not, at this point, objected to the use of rrulitary forces m peace 

operatrons Rather. our mvesttgatron srrnply points out two circumstances which anse out of the 

Amencan docmne Frrst, by emphasizing the subordmatron of war (and hence the rrulitary) to 

pohcy, there IS a contradrcnon between the potential for violence and the reality of us 



employment. Second, the use of rmlitary forces for peace operatrons is promoted by the nature of 

secondary charactenstrcs (support assets) whch the mrlrrary possesses, rather than the combat 

capabrlrty inherent rn an armed force. Neither of these points, mdivrdually, prevents the use of 

hrmted rmlitary means for a linuted polrtrcal objecuve The critrcal quesuon anses: what are the 

unphcatrons, over trme, for an armed force when such uses are cod&d as docmne? 

WHAT ARE THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE AMERICAY DOCTRINE? 
The rmplrcatrons of the Amencan docmne are two first, peace operations require n-uhtary 

forces to engage rn unnatural acts which undermme the trammg and combat coheston of the force: 

second, by blurrmg the hne between war and peace. peace operauons Jeopardrze the tnruty of the 

people, the commander and the n-nlrtary force, and the government. 

EROSjO\ OF COlUB4T CQXBILITY 
With regard to the first unplrcatron, rmhtary forces are organrsms which erther grow or 

wither Combat expenence per-nuts growth, whrle realistic trammg passes along the lessons of 

combat even as the combat veteran retues from the force Of the two, combat IS the preferred 

teacher. Peace operauons, at the least, interfere wrth normal trammg. As a rmbtary operatron, 

they lack the necessary threat of vrolence to be a substrtute for war. and may m fact be mstructrve 

m poor habrts (e g , restramt, loss of uuaatrveJ. Only the operaaons of support assets m peace 

operatrons closely resemble therr war-tune counterparts. Whrle the effects of any mdrvrdual 

operatron on any mdrvrdual urut can be corrected, the long term effects on an armed force wrll be 

debrlrtatmg 

L-NDERMlR Ih G THE TRINITY 
As to the second pomt, the danger here IS already apparent. The people can be exhorted to 

great misery and tremendous casualtres m the armed forces when nskrng matters of great import. 

As the Amencans learned once before, m Vretnam, the people wrll not tolerate such suffenng m 
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lesser cases. Peace operahons promrse lesser nsks, m order to assure the people’s support. Yet 

thus is d promise without basis. and leads to a loss of civ11 support when the means exceed the 

ends (as occurred rn Somalia) The repetrtton of successful peace operatrons wrll lead the pubhc 

to expect military operatrons without risk, unsuccessful peace operations will lead the publrc to 

question the polmcal leader’s abllrty to assess the risks mvolved. In either case. the paradox& 

tnmty--people, rmlrtary, government--is at risk 

REVtiDIES LIE OUTSIDE THE AMERIC&N DOCTRINE 
At thrs pomt, we do not profess to have an easy answer to the dilemma of the American 

doctnne If those commanders and statesmen who developed rt firmly believe in it, and believe 

peace operations are a contmumg requrrement, the requrrement must be addressed as the unique 

phenomenon it is, rather than as a special case of m&tar-y operarrons Perhaps the Amencans 

could develop dual-purpose support assets whrch could deploy alongsrde the special peace 

operahons forces of allred counmes 6 Such forces would not lose therr edge since then 

involvement in peace operatrons more closely resembles that in war. Perhaps the Amerrcans 

would consrder creatrng a small contmgent of dedrcated peace operaaons units, trained for such 

purposes and equrpped with a vanety of lethal and non-lethal weapons We do not claim to have 

studied this new phenomenon m great detarl; we only note where those who have professed to 

study rt have deviated from our original observatrons on the nature of war. 

CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
As we stated once before, war IS a serious means to a serrous end. Lunrted war IS no less 

senods, smce rt drsplays all the fundamental charactenstics of war, although the prosecution of 

war (us means) 1s lmuted by the polrhcal oblechves (its ends) Peace operatrons, on the other 

hand, appear to be neither peace nor war While a mihtary force may conduct successful peace 

operatrons--especially where the opponent lacks a vrolent mtent--it always does so at risk to us 



very nature The risk grows wrth the length and repetraon of the pracace, and may be fatal once 

sohdrfted as docmne 

War closely resembles a game of cards, III that rt is conanuously bound up m chance. The 

statesman and the nxlitary commander are most successful when they are aware of the nsk 

mvolved. If peace operatrons are a conanuaaon of pohcy through pnmanly non-vtolent, mrhtary 

means, then they too are a gamble. Yet rn this game, the gambler (the statesman) has employed 

the m&ry hke a magrc talisman whrch he believes ehmlnates the penl The nsk remams, the 

more so to the lucky charm than to the bettor. 

’ These documents constnute a spectrum from the US Presrdent’s Natronal Secunty Strategy all the way down to 
a Jomt Task Force Commander’s Handbook A complete hstmg, 111 hterarchrcal order. exrsts m the btbhography 
Those unfamrhar wnh terms such as peace operatrons may look there for euplanntron 

I 
’ rhe removal of this term from the Amencan strategrc lexrcon IS tellmg. An emu-e chapter m Jtimt Pz)hcatlon 
3 0 t 1993), Docmne for Jomt Operattons. drscussed Jomt forces engaged m mduary operatrons other than war 
after that date. the term prunanly appears in pubhcattons for subordinate (operatronal or tactrcal) forces. The later 
Jomt Pubhcatton 1 menttons the term once, the Nattonal Mrhtary Strategy and the Xattonal Secunty Strategy 
Ignore tt. 

3 Jomt Chrefs of Staff. National Mtlrtav Strategy of the Untied States of Amema Washmgton. DC US 
Government Pnnttng Office, 1995, p 12 

’ Umted States Department of State. The Cltnton Admmrstratton’s Polt~~ on Reformrng Multilateral Peace 
Operations Washmgton. DC US Government Prmtmg Office May 1994,p. 4 

5 Accordmg to the Prmctples for Peace Operauons found m the Joxnt WtighMg Center, Jotnt Task Force 
Commander s Handbookfor Peace Operattons Ft Mom, VA. Jomt Warfightmg Center. February 1995 p 8. 

’ These force packages could mclude loglstrcs, command ‘and control. mtelhgence and mrlnary police elements, 
for example 
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